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TO FIND THE MAKER AND FATHER.
PROCLUS’ EXEGESIS OF PLATO TIM. 28C3-5*
JAN OPSOMER
The maker and father of this universe it is a hard task to find, and
having found him, it would be impossible to declare him to everyone.
to;n me;n ou\n poihth;n kai; patevra tou'de tou' panto;" euJrei'n te
e[rgon kai; euJrovnta eij" a{panta" ajduvnaton levgein (Tim. 28C3-5)
The ab ove quotation from Plato’s Ti m a e u s is for Pro clus the occasion
to insert into his C o m m e n t a ry on the Ti m a e u s (1.299.13-319.21) an
e l ab o rate discussion of the ontological status of the demiurge and of
his predecessors’ views concerning this matter. It is this section of
the C o m m e n t a ry that I shall examine more cl o s e ly, focusing on
Proclus’ construal of the history of Platonic exegesis. In his classic
commentary on the Timaeus, Luc Brisson has shown in a masterly
fashion that even today Proclus’ exegesis can still be fruitful. More
than anyone else,Luc Brisson has put the Neoplatonic commentari e s
on Plato to good use. He agrees with Pro cl u s ’ a rguments that the
d e m i u rge is a n o u '",m o re part i c u l a r ly a n o u '" that is diffe rent fro m
the Good, the intelligi ble fo rm s ,1 the n o u '" of the wo r l d - s o u l , a n d
the world-soul itself.M o re ove r, this demiurgic n o u '" is situated lowe r
than the intelligible forms and above the world-soul.As one of the
main diffe rences between Pro cl u s ’and his own interpretation Bri s s o n
Études platoniciennes II, p. 261-283, Les Belles Lettres,Paris, 2006
* An earlier version of this text was
published in Ancient World, 32.1, 2001,
p. 52-70. I wish to thank the editors for
the permission to publish a revised ver-
sion.
1. Compare E.D. Perl, The Demiurge
and the Forms:A Return to the Ancient
I n t e r p retation of Plato’s Ti m a e u s, i n :
Ancient Philosophy, 18, 1998, p. 81-92,
who claims that according to t h e a n c i e n t
i n t e r p retation of the Ti m a e u s, the Fo rm s
and the demiurge are identical. W h i l e
this is true for some ancient commenta-
t o rs , it cert a i n ly does not hold for Pro-
clus and the other post-Plotinian Neo-
p l a t o n i s t s , all of whose interpre t a t i o n s
exhibit a far greater degree of com-
plexity.
sees the Neoplatonic emanationist metaphy s i c s , w h i ch makes the
d e m i u rge a mere ly contemplating intellect,instead of a contemplating
and producing intellect.2 Indeed, in Proclus’ view the demiurge is a
m o t i o n l e s s3 t ransmitter of the higher re a l i t i e s ,c reating by pro c e s s i o n .
And although Pro clus would pro b ably contest this and maintain that
his demiurge possesses a true efficient causality, the nature of the
d e m i u rge ’s causation in an emanationist4 m e t a p hysical context is
simply not the same as that in Plato.5
For Pro cl u s , gi ven the context of his hiera rchic ontology, t o
explain who the demiurge6 is amounts to determining his position
in the hiera rchy of beings. In order for us to understand Pro cl u s ’
a rgument it is mandatory to be familiar not only with the ge n e ra l
o u t l i n e , but even with some of the details of his system. R e a l i t y
a c c o rding to Pro clus is graded according to the degree of unity
in beings.The supreme principle is the One itself,w h i ch tra n s c e n d s
B e i n g .The beings themselves proceed from and reve rt to the One
in a continuous hiera rchy, s t a rting from the intelligi bl e s , i . e . t h e
t ranscendent go d s , via the gods of the wo r l d , d own to the leve l s
of soul, n a t u re , b o dy, and matter (the lowest manifestation of the
O n e ) .This complex metaphysical stru c t u re is developed by Pro cl u s
t h rough his interpretation of the second part of the Pa rm e n i d e s.
The fi rst hy p o t h e s i s , w h i ch is entire ly negative , he believes re fe rs
to the supreme pri n c i p l e ; the second displays the hiera rchy of
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2. Cf. L. Brisson, Le même et l’autre,
Sankt Augustin, 19942, p. 70.
3. On the demiurge’s movnimo" ejnevr-
geia see H.D. Saffrey [& L.G.Westerink]
P ro cl u s . Th é o l o gie platonicienne, V I
(CUF),Paris, 1997,p. 29 n.2 (p.139). See
also S.E. Gersh,KINHSIS AKINHTOS. A
Study of Spiritual Motion in the Philo-
s o p hy of Pro cl u s (Philosophia antiqua,
26), Leiden, 1973.
4 . I do not take “ e m a n a t i o n ” in the
re s t ricted sense in which it is used by
L.P. Gerson in his discussion of Plotinus
(as a per accidens causal seri e s ) : P l o t i-
nu s (The A rguments of the Philoso-
phers), London and New York, 1994, ch.
2.Actually, for the present purpose, the
notion of “motionless pro d u c t i o n ” w i l l
do (a notion that can also be used in
creationist accounts).
5 . For Neoplatonists, the demiurge is
an efficient cause, because he pro d u c e s
in virtue of his activity (e n e rge i a) ,
motionless as it may be. C f. In Ti m .
3 . 2 2 8 . 2 6 - 2 8 : poiei' gavr, ajlla; dia; tw'n
nevwn qew'n: pri;n ga;r ou|toi poihvsousin,
ejkei'no" pepoivhke tw'/ noh'sai movnon.T h e
u n i ve rsal demiurge transmits the powe rs
of the higher realities in order to cre a t e
the world of becoming, and re m a i n s
fi rm ly established in the immobile re a l m
of the intelligi ble (l a rgo sensu) .On how
the notion of an efficient cause has ch a n-
ged since A ri s t o t l e , see R. S o rab j i , Ti m e ,
C reation and the Continu u m .Th e o ri e s
in Antiquity and the Early Middle A ge s,
L o n d o n , 1 9 8 3 , p . 3 0 8 - 3 1 1 . P ro clus eve n
a t t ributes efficient causality to the Fo rm s .
C f.C . S t e e l , La théorie des Fo rmes et la
P rov i d e n c e . P ro clus critique d’Ari s t o t e
et des stoïciens, i n :A ristotelica Secunda.
M é l a n ges offe rts à Christian Rutten.
P u bliés sous la direction d’André Motte
et de Joseph Denooz, L i è ge , 1 9 9 6 , p .2 4 1 -
2 5 4 .That is why Pro clus can claim that
the fi rst ori gin of all demiurgic activity is
to be situated in the paradigm (cf.i n f ra) .
6 .When Pro clus speaks of demiurgi c
activity or causation, he means an acti-
vity that is related to the ge n e ration of
the world of becoming.This ex cludes the
p roduction through procession of the
higher ord e rs of re a l i t y. C f. In Ti m .
1.260.19-26.
gods in the succession of attri b u t e s7 a ffi rmed of the One [see
Appendix 1].8
Late Athenian Neoplatonism is ch a ra c t e rised by a pro l i fe ration of
hypostases.This is a logical development of Iamblichus’ law of the
mean terms or the principle of ontological continu i t y : a ny two
s u c c e s s i ve ontological ord e rs must always share an essential quality
so that there are no gaps in the divine emanation.9 T h e re fo re , i n
o rder to avoid ontological gaps, i n t e rmediate levels need to be
i n s e rt e d . The application of this pri n c i p l e , t o gether with the necessity
to find an ontological level corresponding to each of the attributes
affirmed of the One in the second hypothesis of the Parmenides,
and the need to accommodate all the divinities and principles fo u n d
t h roughout Plato’s wo rks as well as in the Orphic and Chaldean
re l i gious tra d i t i o n s ,explains the complexity of Neoplatonic ontology.
The main division of the Intelligible in the broad sense [II] is that
b e t ween Being (or the Intelligi bles s t ricto sensu [ 2 ] ) , L i fe (or the
I n t e l l i gi bl e - I n t e l l e c t i ve level [3]), and Intellect [4]. P ro clus arg u e s
that the demiurge is an Intellect [4], m o re pre c i s e ly the lowe s t
term of the first Intellective triad [4.1.3].
After having quoted Ti m. 2 8 C 3 - 5 , P ro clus announces that he
will fi rst examine the key wo rds (h J l e vx i ") and then discuss the issue
as a whole (hJ o{lh qewriva). His main argument is to be found in the
t h e o ri a- s e c t i o n , w h e re he tackles the controve rsial issue of the
d e m i u rge ’s ontological status.An account of his own position is
p receded by a survey of the major interpretations of his pre d e c e s s o rs
[see Appendix 2 for a survey of the lemma].
After an examination of the l exe i s, P ro clus distinguishes two
q u e s t i o n s :“Who is the demiurge ? ”and “ To which class of beings does
he belong”?10 It is not immediately clear why an answer to the first
question would not automatically constitute an answer to the second
as we l l . In dealing with the second,P ro clus endeavo u rs to determ i n e
the precise correspondences with the divine names as found in
the tradition of the Chaldean Ora cl e s , m o re pre c i s e ly the re l a t i o n
b e t ween the demiurge and the so-called triad of a jr c i k o i v ( w h i ch will
be situated at level 5.1 of the sch e m e ) .His main arg u m e n t ,h oweve r,
is to be found in the first part of the theoria, where he tackles the
c o n t rove rsial issue of the demiurge ’s ontological status.For the sake
of cl a ri t y, let us fi rst take a look at Pro cl u s ’ own view, w h i ch is
e s s e n t i a l ly that of his master Syri a nu s . P ro clus sees a clear bre a k
b e t ween Syri a nus and the “ancient interpre t e rs ” . He adds that his
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7 . The attributes revealed in the
second hypothesis correspond to the
negations in the first hypothesis.
8 .In the fo l l owing page s ,nu m b e rs in
s q u a re bra ckets are those of Appendix 1.
9 . C f. E . R . D o d d s , PROKLOU DIA-
DOCOU STOICEIWSIS QEOLOGIKH.
P ro cl u s . The Elements of Th e o l o gy. A
R evised Text with Tra n s l a t i o n , I n t ro d u c-
tion and Commentary, O x fo rd , 1 9 6 3 , p .
x x i i .
10. Cf. In Tim. 1.303.24-26.
master is closest to Plato.11 It is of course Proclus’ view that Plato
had a divine insight into the truth about the gods and that there is
essential agreement between his teachings and those of the Chaldean
O ra cles and the Orphic poems.Yet Plato surpasses these other sourc e s
of wisdom,because in addition to their modes of ex p o s i t i o n ,he uses,
most notably in the Pa rm e n i d e s, the dialectical mode,w h i ch is dire c t
and uses abstract,‘scientific’ terms.12
What then does Syri a nu s , a c c o rding to Pro cl u s , t e a ch about the
d e m i u rge? The demiurge is the god that “ m a rks the border of the
I n t e l l e c t i ve go d s .”1 3 He is filled with the power of the intelligi bl e
monads and the sources of life (the hypostases ab ove Intellect, [ 2 ]
and [3]); f rom him proceeds all demiurgic activity;he himself re m a i n s
undisturbed at the top of the Oly m p o s ,1 4 while presiding over the
l ower demiurgic gods (1.310.9-15). He is the “ m a ker and father of
the unive rs e ” . H oweve r, d i ffe rent fo rms of demiurgy need to be
d i s t i n g u i s h e d . W h e reas “the one demiurge ” c reates and exe rc i s e s
p rov i d e n c e1 5 over unive rsal beings in a unive rsal way and is called
“the cause that produces unive rsal beings in a unive rsal way ” (t w 'n
o{lwn oJlikw'" dhmiourgiko;n ai[tion) ,P ro clus in addition ack n ow l e d ge s
the demiurgy that is the cause for partial beings in a unive rsal way
(tw'n merw'n oJlikw'") , the demiurgy for unive rsal beings in a part i a l
way (tw'n o{lwn merikw'") and the demiurgy for partial beings in a
p a rtial way (tw'n merw'n merikw'", 1 . 3 1 0 . 1 5 - 1 8 ) .The fi rst demiurgy
is situated at [4.1.3] in the sch e m e ; the second demiurgy is the wo rk
of the demiurgic triad at [5.1],1 6 w h i ch is dependent on the
d e m i u rgic monad (i.e. the fi rst demiurgy [4.1.3]).1 7 The third and
fo u rth demiurgy,w h i ch proceed in a partial way,a n a l o go u s ly consist
of a monad (Dionysus) and a triad operating at the encosmic leve l
[ 7 ]1 8 (our know l e d ge of the lower part of Pro cl u s ’ s cheme is
i n c o m p l e t e ,m a i n ly because the corresponding parts of the P l a t o n i c
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11. Cf. In Tim. 1.310.2-7.
12.Cf.Theol.Plat. I 4,esp.p.20.1-25.
13.Cf. In Tim. 1.310.7-9:e[sti toivnun
oJ dhmiourgo;" oJ ei|" katæ aujto;n oJ to;
pevra" tw'n noerw'n qew'n ajforivzwn qeov".
This does not mean, however, that he is
the l owest of them. A c t u a l ly, he is only
the third out of seve n , as we shall see.
Cf. n. 22.
14. Cf. Ilias VIII 3 and A.J. Festugière,
P ro cl u s .C o m m e n t a i re sur le Ti m é e .Tra-
duction et notes, II,Paris,1967,p.166 n.
5.
1 5 .The two activities are inseparably
linked. Cf. M. Baltes, Die Weltentstehung
des platonischen Timaios nach den
antiken Interpreten,Teil I (Philosophia
antiqua, 30), Leiden, 1976, p. 52-53.
16.Cf.Theol.Plat.VI 6-7 on the diffe-
rence between the unive rsal demiurge
and the demiurgic triad.
17. It is related to the division of the
world into three regions. Cf. Theol. Plat.
V, p . 4 2 . 1 6 ; VI 10; In Ti m. 1 . 1 3 6 . 2 3 - 2 8 ;
P ro cl u s . Th é o l o gie platonicienne, L i v re
V.Texte établi et traduit par H.D. Saffrey
et L.G.We s t e rink (CUF),Pa ri s ,1 9 8 7 ,p .4 2
n. 3 (p. 170-171).
1 8 .C f.In Ti m . 3 . 3 1 0 . 2 8 - 3 1 1 . 6 ;3 1 1 . 2 1 -
3 1 2 . 2 5 . C f. P ro cl u s . Th é o l o gie platoni-
c i e n n e,L i v re V.Texte établi et traduit par
H . D.S a ff rey et L.G.We s t e rink (CUF),Pa ri s ,
1 9 8 7 , p .42 n. 2-3 (p. 1 7 0 - 1 7 1 ) . See also L.
B ri s s o n ,P ro clus et l’orphisme,i n :P ro cl u s ,
lecteur et interprète des anciens.Actes du
colloque international du CNRS, Pa ri s
(2-4 octobre 1985), p u bliés par J. P é p i n
et H.D.S a ff rey,Pa ri s ,1 9 8 7 ,p .8 4 .
Th e o l o gy a re not extant — if they we re ever written at all; t h e
ge n e ral ru l e , h oweve r, is that the scheme becomes more complex
as one moves dow n wa rds and unity decre a s e s ) . In addition to these
four leve l s , t h e re is also demiurgy at an even lower leve l , n a m e ly
that carried out by the assistants of the partial demiurge s , the ange l s
and hero e s , to which Pro clus alludes at 1.310.24-26.The diffe re n c e
b e t ween the unive rsal (o Jl i k w '") and the partial (m e r i k w '") demiurgy
c o rresponds to that between the fi rst and the second demiurgy of
the Ti m a e u s (that of the young go d s , whose responsibility is
explained at Ti m. 42D5 sqq.).1 9 In other wo rd s , the fi rst two leve l s
of Pro cl u s ’ s cheme ([4.1.3] and [5.1]) correspond to the fi rs t , a n d
P ro cl u s ’ t h i rd and fo u rth level (both at the encosmic hypostasis [7])
to the second demiurgy of the Ti m a e u s.The unive rsal demiurgy
([4.1.3] and [5.1]), i . e . the fi rst demiurgy of the Ti m a e u s,c o m p l e t e ly
t ranscends the wo r l d , while that of the young gods (a monad and
a triad in the encosmic realm [7]) is immanent to the wo r l d .2 0 I n
the present paper I shall confine myself to the demiurgic monad
re s p o n s i ble for the unive rsal demiurgy, the “ m a ker and father of the
u n i ve rs e ” . As lower limit of the Intellective go d s2 1 he is the third
t e rm of the “ t riad of the pare n t s ” , K ro n o s , R h e a , Z e u s .2 2 Let us
n ow examine the exe getical reasons put fo r wa rd in the
C o m m e n t a ry2 3 for assigning the demiurge to this particular place
in the ontological hiera rchy.
P ro clus claims (1.311.5-14) that Plato’s description of the demiurge
and his actions allow us to determine his rank infa l l i bly. W h e n
c re a t i n g , the demiurge contemplates (Ti m . 29A3) the intelligi bl e
model. Now, that which looks at the intelligible is itself intellective
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1 9 . C f. In Ti m . 3 . 3 1 6 . 2 1 - 3 1 9 . 1 . T h e
first demiurgy is “invisible”, as opposed
to the second. Cf. In Tim. 3.311.21-26.
20. Cf. J. Opsomer,La démiurgie des
jeunes dieux selon Proclus, in: Les Étu-
des Classiques, 7 1 , 2 0 0 3 , p . 5 - 4 9 . T h e
d e m i u rgic triad at [5.1] operates at a
l evel that cl e a r ly precedes that of the
d e m i u rgy of the young go d s .The demiur-
gic triad in the hy p e rc o s m i c - e n c o s m i c
realm [6.1.] seems to play no role in Pro-
clus’ fourfold division.This intermediate
realm both separates and connects the
hypercosmic and the encosmic diakos-
m o i.The hy p e rcosmic-encosmic demiur-
gic gods “are unified from above by the
ruling leaders [i.e. the hy p e rc o s m i c
Gods], and from below they are drawn
into multiplicity by the young go d s , a s
Timaeus say s ” (Th e o l . P l a t . V I , p . 7 3 . 1 7 -
1 9 ) . In other wo rd s , the hy p e rc o s m i c -
encosmic triad can be seen as the divi-
ding line separating the fi rst two fro m
the last two levels of Pro cl u s ’ fo u r fo l d
division.As an intermediate realm it par-
ticipates both in the hy p e rcosmic and
the encosmic wo r l d s . It indeed cor-
responds to the attribute “in contact and
s e p a ra t e d ”(Pa rm . 1 4 8 D 5 - 1 4 9 D 7 ) ,w h i ch
means that it is both in contact and not
in contact with the world.
21. Cf. In Tim. 1.311.1-4.
2 2 . And not that he would be the
l owest Intellective being. The second
t ri a d , that of the “ i m m a c u l a t e ” , d u p l i c a-
tes the fi rst (on a lower level) in order to
preserve it from direct contact with the
world and the contamination it wo u l d
c a u s e . The two triads are distinct but
inseparable. Cf. Theol. Plat. V 33-35.The
third term of the second triad thus pro-
tects Zeus from the wo r l d , so that his
providence can remain undisturbed. Cf.
Theol. Plat.V 34, p. 127.2-6.
2 3 . E x t ra arguments are offe red in
Theol. Plat.V 13 and 15.
(n o e r o v") , i . e .an intellect (n o u '") .2 4 Hence the demiurge is distinct fro m
[2] the intelligi bl e ;He does not belong to [3] the intelligi bl e - i n t e l l e c t i ve
realm either,for Plato ex p l i c i t ly says that he is an intellect.2 5 By say i n g
that the demiurge is the best of causes (Ti m . 29A6) Plato furt h e r
distinguishes him from the lower demiurge s .2 6 The conclusion so fa r
is that the demiurge is an intellective god transcending the other
d e m i u rge s .2 7 N ow his precise place within the main intellective tri a d
[4.1] remains to be determined (1.311.14-25). If he we re the fi rst in
the tri a d ,he would limit himself to his inner activity,2 8 for this is typical
of the fi rst member of any ord e r. But of cours e , as a demiurge he
must a l s o h ave an outwa rd activity.2 9 T h e re fo re he cannot be the
fi rst intellective go d . If he we re the second intellective go d ,he wo u l d
ab ove all be the cause of life , for this pertains to the second term in
a ny tri a d .But for the creation of the soul he needs the use of a pri n c i p l e
ex t e rnal to himself,the mixing bowl (oJ krathvr - identified with Hera ) ,3 0
w h e reas when he imparts intelligence (n o u ' ") to the unive rs e , he is
able to do so entire ly on his own (for the creation of body he
c o l l ab o rates with Necessity).So he is pri m a ri ly the cause of intellection,
not of life .3 1T h e re fo re he must be the third of the intellective fa t h e rs3 2
—the third is typically the intellective term of a tri a d .3 3The demiurge
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2 4 . Other typical activities of intel-
lect are discove ring and re a s o n i n g . C f.
Th e o l . P l a t . V 14, p . 4 9 . 1 7 - 2 0 . C f. Ti m.
30B1 (logisavmeno" ou\n hu{risken) and
B4; 39E9 (kaqora'/).This, however, should
not be understood litera l ly,since there is
no ch a n ge in the demiurge . C f. In A l c.
208.3-5 (on the cognition of our soul, as
opposed to that of intellect): ejn kinhvsei
gavr ejsti kai; oujk ajqrovw" oujde; ajme-
tablhvtw" uJfevsthken, w{sper hJ tou' nou'
movnimo" kai; diaiwvnio" ejnevrgeia.See also
Plotinus Enn.VI 7 [38] 1-3.
2 5 . C f. Ti m. 39E7-9 (cf. i n f ra) , a n d
47E4-48A2 (here ,h oweve r,n o u '" m ay also
refer to the lower intellects in charge of
the second demiurgy).
2 6 . The mention of causes in this
context is indeed to be taken as a refe-
rence to demiurgy, says Proclus, for this
can be inferred from the words pa'n de;
au\ to; gignovmenon uJpæ aijtivou tino;" ejx
ajnavgkh" givgnesqai (Ti m.28A4-5 ) which
are closely followed by an explicit men-
tioning of the demiurge (A6: o{tou me;n
ou\n a]n oJ dhmiourgo;" ktl.) .C o m p a re P h i-
lebus 26E1-8.
2 7 . C f. In Ti m. 1 . 3 1 1 . 1 3 - 1 4 : n o e r o ;"
ou\n ejsti qeo;" pavntwn dhmiourgw'n
ejxh/rhmevno".
2 8 . C f. In Ti m . 1 . 3 1 1 . 1 4 - 1 5 : ajllæ eij
me;n oJ prwvtisto" h\n ejn toi'" noeroi'",
e[menen a]n movnon ejn tw'/ eJautou' kata;
trovpon h[qei.This is a subtle point: t h e
d e m i u rge “ remains in his own accus-
tomed nature ” (Ti m. 4 2 E 5 - 6 ) , but this
does not exclude his activity from being
directed outward.This again should not
be understood as if his outward activity
we re something additional to his inter-
nal activity, for the unive rsal demiurge
creates by his very being.
29. One could refer to diatavxa" ibi-
d e m (Ti m. 4 2 E 5 ) . P ro clus distinguishes
these two types of activities at In Tim.
3.315.19-30.
30.Tim.42D4-5.Cf. In Tim.1.246.29-
2 4 7 . 2 6 ; 3 . 2 4 6 . 2 8 - 2 5 0 . 2 8 ; Th e o l . P l a t . V
30.
3 1 . It is no coincidence, so Pro cl u s
s u g ge s t s , that Timaeus fi rst of all m e n-
tions the creation of Intellect at 30B4-5;
cf. Theol.Plat. V 15, p. 51.26-52.3.
3 2 .C f. In Ti m.1 . 3 1 1 . 1 9 - 2 0 :oujk a[llo"
a[ra ejsti;n h] oJ trivto" tw'n noerw'n
patevrwn.
33.Take,e.g. the internal structure of
the triads [2.3], [3.1], [3.2], [3.3], or the
position of [2.3] within the triad [2], or
the triad [2]-[3]-[4]. For the general rule,
see De mal.s u b s .15.17-18 Boese (‘medii
enim potentia, sicut intellectus tertii’).
creates, by his very being, the intellect which he then places in the
soul (Ti m. 3 0 B 4 ) .The latter intellect is there fo re , a c c o rding to the
c a t e go ries that are fundamental to Pro cl u s ’m e t a p hy s i c s ,a part i c i p a t e d
i n t e l l e c t , w h e reas the fo rmer (the demiurge himself) is the
i m p a rt i c i p able intellect from which the participated intellect
proceeds.
P ro clus points out that Plato is ve ry careful in his use of titles and
n a m e s : he calls the demiurge an intellect, but never intelligi bl e ,
whereas the paradigm is called intelligible but never intellective.34
Plato is also ve ry consistent in his use of the title “ m a ker and fa t h e r ” ,
w h i ch , a c c o rding to Pro cl u s , he only bestows upon the unive rs a l
d e m i u rge .P rev i o u s ly, in the l exe i s- s e c t i o n ,P ro clus has alre a dy re f u t e d
Porphyry’s view that the term“father”refers to a creation ex nihilo.
P ro clus there explains that this cannot be what the term means,
since the demiurge uses “ s t u ff” w h i ch he does not create himself,
namely matter (Proclus holds that matter is created by the supreme
p ri n c i p l e , being the lowest manifestation of its unlimited powe r ) .
Now,35 after having firmly established the position of the universal
d e m i u rge , P ro clus comes back to the meaning of the title “ m a ke r
and fa t h e r ” , and specifies its precise meaning by distinguishing it
f rom the titles “ fa t h e r ” ,“ father and make r ” , and “ m a ke r ” .The title
“ fa t h e r ”belongs to the summit of the intelligi bles [2.1],w h e reas the
m e re “ m a ke rs ” a re the young gods who bring into existence the
partial and mortal encosmic beings [7].The title “father and maker”
characterises the third intelligible triad, intelligible intellect, which
is the paradigm of the unive rse and the ve ry fi rst cause of all demiurgy
(to; aujtozw'/on [ 2 . 3 ] ) . “ M a ker and fa t h e r ” , fi n a l ly, singles out the
universal demiurge.Whenever he is referring to the demiurge,Plato
does not call him simply “father” or “maker” or “father and maker”,
but only names him by the formula “maker and father”. Plato does
so at the beginning of the physical account (the present lemma),
and uses an equivalent fo rmula in the demiurge ’s address to the
young gods at 41A7 (w|n ejgw; dhmiourgo;" pathvr te e[rgwn), just as
the Eleatic Stra n ger in the S t a t e s m a n does when re fe rring to the
maker of the world (Pol. 273B1-2: tou' dhmiourgou' kai; patrov").
In the next subsection Pro clus argues that the unive rsal demiurge
is called Zeus by Orpheus and explains that the Orphic and Platonic
t e a chings are in harm o ny on this subject, as they are in ge n e ra l .
The tale of Zeus swa l l owing Phanes, for instance,c o rresponds to the
Platonic doctrine that the demiurge interiorises the paradigm (the
equivalence between Phanes and the third intelligible triad is here
taken for granted). But Plato too explicitly calls the demiurge Zeus,
for instance in the same passage of the S t a t e s m a n or at P h i l e b u s
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34. Cf. In Tim. 1.419.19-23.
35. In Tim. 1.311.25-313.2.Cf.Theol.
Plat. V 16 (the argument is summarised
p. 57.8-14).
30D.This equivalence is confirmed by a number of other passages
in various dialogues, such as Cratylus 396A8-B3, where the double
e t y m o l o gy of “ Z e u s ”( ge n i t i ve D i o v" and Z h n o v") is ex p l a i n e d : “ t h ro u g h
whom (di’o{n) all possess life (to; zh'n).”36
The last part of the discussion is devoted to the question as to
w h i ch class of gods the demiurge belongs: is he one of the fo n t a l
(p h g a i 'o i) or one of the ruling gods (a jr c i k o i v)? This distinction stems
f rom the tradition of the Chaldean ora cles and their exe ge s i s .3 7
Proclus argues that the demiurge belongs to the higher class of the
two, that of the Sources (the fontal gods), not without adding that
a lengthy treatment would be needed to determine his exact position
among the Sources.38
Proclus concludes (In Tim. 1.319.11-21) by saying that one can
e a s i ly understand why Plato was right in saying that it is not easy
to discover the nature of the demiurge. However, now it should at
least be clear what the words “maker and father”mean.Those who
think that the demiurge is maker for the inanimate beings and fa t h e r
for the ensouled beings only, are wrong.The demiurge, by a single,
undivided activity, is father and maker for all beings. Proof of this is
that he calls himself “ father of these wo rk s ” ( 4 1 A 7 , a d d ressing the
young gods). He does so because he is cause of both the substance
and the unification of the “ wo rk s ” ( eve ry being is one), and both
supplies their existence and exercises providence over them once
they have come into being.39
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3 6 .C ra t.3 9 6 A 8 - B 3 ,and Pro cl u s ’c o m-
m e n t s : In Cra t . 1 0 0 . 1 - 4 ; 1 0 1 . 1 7 - 2 1 . I n
addition, Proclus points to Gorg. 523B4-
524A7; Minos 319C3-4.
37. Julian the Theurge (who lived
under Marcus Aurelius) not only wrote
d own the Ora cl e s , but is pre s u m ably also
the author of a commentary on them. C f.
E . R .D o d d s ,The Greeks and the Irra t i o n a l,
B e rke l ey, 1 9 5 1 , p . 2 8 3 - 2 8 5 ; R . M .Van den
Berg, Proclus' Hymns. Essays, Transla-
t i o n s , C o m m e n t a ry(Philosophia antiqua,
9 0 ) ,Leiden - Boston - Köln,2 0 0 1 ,p .6 7 - 7 0 .
38.Iamblichus possibly held that the
d e m i u rge was infe rior to the p h g a i 'o i.C f.
Michael Psellus, Op. min., Opusc. 40, p.
149 O’Meara , if indeed Psellus’ s o u rce fo r
the doctrine re p o rted there is Iambl i-
chus (cf. Iamblichi Chalcidensis in Pla-
tonis dialogos commentari o rum fra g-
m e n t a.Edited with Translation and Com-
mentary by John M. Dillon (Philosophia
antiqua, 23), Leiden, 1973, p. 308-309).
3 9 . It is re m a rk able that Pro cl u s
c o n cludes with a polemical re m a rk ,s i n c e
he had alre a dy refuted Po r p hy ry ’s inter-
p retation of “ m a ker and fa t h e r ” in the
l exe i s- p a rt of the lemma and placed the
c ritical survey of previous interpre t a t i o n s
at the beginning of the t h e o ri a- s e c t i o n .
N u m e n i u s , t o o , t reats the maker and the
father as two distinct entities,and Pro cl u s
has criticised him for this: in Ti m .
1 . 3 0 4 . 1 3 - 1 6 . In his polemical re m a rk at
the ve ry end Pro clus does not name his
o p p o n e n t s , but he may be re fe rring to
some of the philosophers he has dis-
cussed earlier. Or he may have others in
m i n d : a similar view is mentioned in Plu-
t a rch of Chaero n e a ’s Platonic Question
II 1000EF.A c c o rding to the fi rst interpre-
tation re p o rted by Plutarch ,“ fa t h e r ” a n d
“ m a ke r ”a re mu t u a l ly ex cl u s i ve term s ,t h e
fo rmer for animate, the latter for inani-
mate beings.P l u t a rch ’s own view is to be
found in the third interpre t a t i o n
( 1 0 0 1 A B ) ;he argues that a father is a cre a-
tor of an animate being (eve ry father is,by
c o n s e q u e n t , also a maker) and insists on
the fa t h e r ’s providence for its cre a t u re s .
Let us now take a look at Proclus’ survey of the interpretations
of his pre d e c e s s o rs .B e fo re explaining his own and his master’s view s ,
P ro clus discusses cri t i c a l ly the dive rgent views of his Platonic
predecessors,“for different philosophers among the ancients were
led to different opinions”(1.303.26-27).His arguments for rejecting
their interpretations can easily be summari s e d .The most seri o u s
objection to any interpretation under scrutiny is that it is based on
an erroneous ontology — for instance one that considers the supre m e
principle itself as a being or an intellect. Some predecessors make
the wrong ontological divisions within the intelligible realm largo
s e n s u or situate the demiurge at the wrong leve l .Some interpre t a t i o n s
will be judged to be correct as far as their basic intuition is concern e d ,
but found to be lacking in re fi n e m e n t . I n d e e d , if we leave aside
S y ri a nu s ,none of his pre d e c e s s o rs developed a metaphysical system
that exhibits the same degree of complexity as Proclus’.
The first three interpretations discussed are those of Numenius,
H a r p o c ra t i o n , and A t t i c u s , p h i l o s o p h e rs who are nowa d ays called
Middle Platonists but who we re alre a dy treated as one group by
P ro cl u s .4 0 P ro clus re p ro a ches them for neglecting the tra n s c e n d e n c e
of the first principle. Numenius (1.303.27-304.22) celebrates three
gods, the first of whom he calls “father”, the second “maker”, while
the creation is the third go d . N ow, if he means that the “ fa t h e r ” i s
indeed the ve ry fi rst God, he makes the unfo rgi vable mistake of
making the Good a principle among others .If Numenius we re ri g h t ,
Plato would even be making the Good lesser than the “ m a ke r ” a t
Ti m.2 8 C 3 - 4 .Be that as it may,Numenius in any case does not re s p e c t
the absolute transcendence of the supreme pri n c i p l e : the One is not
to be set in any relation with infe rior things,although the latter re fe r
to it.41 Moreover, it is not appropriate to call the supreme principle
“ fa t h e r ” , as this title makes its appearance in the classes of go d s
below the One.Another mistake is to separate the “father” and the
“maker”, for Plato is speaking about one single demiurgy and one
single demiurge (1.303.24-304.22).
Numenius’ view of the demiurge is more complex than Proclus
allows for. Moreover, it is very unlikely that Numenius’ third god is
identical with the wo r l d . N u m e n i u s ’ t h ree gods are rather (1) the
first intellect, demiurge of being; (2) the second intellect, demiurge
of becoming.The latter then divides into (2a) a tru ly divine intellect,
and (2b) a demiurgic intellect. H ow then can we make sense of
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4 0 .Although the term “Middle Plato-
n i s m ” was fo rged by nineteenth century
s ch o l a rs to denote post-Antiochean pre -
Plotinian platonism,P ro clus seems to obs-
e rve a certain kinship among the thre e
p h i l o s o p h e rs he mentions; H a r p o c ra t i o n
is said to fo l l ow Numenius (e{petai tw'/de
tw'/ ajndriv) by distinguishing three gods and
making the demiurge two fold (1.304.24-
2 6 ) ,w h e reas Atticus is identified as the tea-
cher of Harpocration (1.305.6-7). T h e
t h ree of them are grouped together befo re
P ro clus begins his discussion of the view
of Plotinu s :meta; dh; touvtou" tou;" a[ndra"
Plwti'no" oJ filovsofo" ktl. ( 1 . 3 0 5 . 1 6 - 1 7 ) .
41. Cf. 1.304.10-11.
P ro cl u s ’ t e s t i m o ny re g a rding the third go d ?4 2 Perhaps Numenius
indeed used the wo rd ko s m o s ( 1 , 3 0 4 , 1 ) , but not in order to re fe r
to the material world as such,but to its order; this order could then
be held to be identical with the world soul (and therefore with the
demiurge; cf. infra).43
H a r p o c ration (304.22-305.6) is outright ridiculed by Pro cl u s ,w h o
p retends to doubt whether Harpocration could make sense even to
h i m s e l f.Not only is he inconsistent and wave ri n g ,he appare n t ly has
a tendency to confer a multitude of names and titles upon the One,
w h i ch ought to remain free of all multiplicity and cannot be named
( 1 . 3 0 4 . 2 2 - 3 0 5 . 6 ) . A t t i c u s ’ v i ew is less fraught with ambiguity, ye t
cl e a r ly wrong (305.6-16): he ex p re s s ly equates the demiurge with
the Good. It takes Pro clus only a few lines to reject this view : P l a t o
calls the demiurge “ go o d ” , but not “t h e G o o d ” ;4 4 m o re import a n t ly,
the demiurge is an intellect,4 5 w h e reas Plato undeniably puts the
Good ab ove being (and thus ab ove intellect).M o re ove r,what is A t t i c u s
going to do about the paradigm if the demiurge is the same as the
Good? For the paradigm — the intelligi ble — ought to be prior to
i n t e l l e c t ,but then the Good would no longer be the supreme pri n c i p l e .
I f,a l t e rn a t i ve ly, the paradigm coincided with the demiurge/the Good,
the Good would not be one, but at least two things. Or if — third
possibility — the paradigm we re posterior to the demiurge/the Good,
the Good would be contemplating something infe ri o r,h o rribile dictu.
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4 2 .C f.Rudolf Beutler Numenios (9),
i n : R E, Supplementband 7, 1 9 4 0 , c o l .
6 7 2 . 2 1 - 2 3 ; M . Fre d e , N u m e n i u s, i n :
ANRW, II,36.2, 1987, p. 1068-1069. Plato
of course calls the kosmos a blessed god
(34B8). Harpocration,who claims to fol-
l ow Numenius, c o n s i d e rs oujrano;n kai;
kovsmon to be the third god.
4 3 . A . J. Fe s t u gi è re , La révélation
d ’ H e rmes Tri s m é gi s t e, I V, Le dieu
inconnu et la gnose, deuxième édition,
Paris, 1990 [= 1950], p. 124 proposes a
d i ffe rent solution: the third god wo u l d
be the world as it exists in the thought
of the demiurge.
44. Probably Atticus had argued that
Timaeus calls the demiurge “ go o d ” a n d
“the best of the causes” (Tim. 29A2-3, o{
te dhmiourgo;" ajgaqov". 6 , a[risto" tw'n
a i jt i vw n . E 1 , ajgaqo;" h\n) , w h i ch is what
god is called in the Republic.As Matthias
Baltes, Zur Philosophie des Platonikers
Attikos, in: Blume, Horst-Dieter - Mann,
Friedhelm (eds),P l a t o n i s mus und Chri s-
tentum. Festschrift für Heinrich Dörrie
( Ja h r b u ch für A n t i ke und Chri s t e n t u m ,
E rgänzungsband 10),M ü n s t e r,1 9 8 3 ,p .4 0
points out, he could also have made the
c o m p a rison between R e s p. V I I , 5 3 2 C 6 ,
where the good is called tou' ajrivstou ejn
toi'" ou\si, and Ti m. 3 7 A 1 , w h e re the
d e m i u rge is re fe rred to as tw'n nohtw'n
ajeiv te o[ntwn … tou' ajrivstou.N u m e n i u s ,
on the contrary,points out that the good
is to be distinguished from the demiurge ,
who is mere ly go o d .“The go o d ”(to; ajga-
q o v n) is called “ i d e a / Fo rm of <what is>
good” (ajgaqou' ijdevan, cf. Resp.VI 508E2-
3; 517B9-C1). Contrary to the Form, the
d e m i u rge is only good through part i c i-
pation in it. The Fo rm of the good is
equated with the first intellect, which is
“the good itself” (eijkovtw" oJ dhmiourgo;"
ei[per ejsti; metousiva/ tou' prwvtou ajgaqou'
ajgaqov", ajgaqou' ijdeva a]n ei[h oJ prw'to"
nou'", w]n aujtoavgaqon, Num. frg. 20 Des
Places = Eus., P r. ev. X I , 2 2 , 9 - 1 0 ) . T h e
good is also “one”:Num. frg.19 = Eus.Pr.
ev. X I , 2 2 , 6 - 8 :ou{tw toi oJ Plavtwn ejk sul-
logismou' tw'/ ojxu; blevponti ajpevdwke to;
ajgaqo;n o{ti ejsti;n e{n. Numenius does not
take the good to be “beyond” being and
the Fo rms as something tra n s c e n d i n g
them in an absolute way.
4 5 . See also in Ti m . 1 . 3 5 9 . 2 5 - 2 6 ;
360.3-4.
P l o t i nus is treated with considerably more respect and
b e n evo l e n c e . P ro clus bases his account (1.305.16-306.1) of
P l o t i nu s ’ v i ew of the demiurge not only on E n n. III 9 [13] 1,w h i ch
deals with the interpre t i ve pro blems raised by Ti m. 39E7-9 (h |/p e r
ou\n nou'" ejnouvsa" ijdeva" tw'/ o} e[stin zw'/on, oi|aiv te e[neisi kai;
o{sai, kaqora'/,“A c c o rding then, as Intellect perc e i ves Fo rms ex i s t i n g
in the Absolute Living Cre a t u re , s u ch and so many as exist there i n
did he determine that this world should possess.” t ra n s . J.D i l l o n ) ,4 6
but also, as I have argued elsew h e re ,4 7 on E n n . IV 4 [28]. It is
t rue that Ti m. 39E7-9 was central to the controve rsies related by
P ro cl u s : Numenius pro b ably based his doctrine of three gods on
this passage , as did Amelius and T h e o d o ru s , and also Plotinu s ’
Gnostic opponents. P l o t i nus rejected the interpretation of the
latter in E n n . II 9 [33] and offe rs an independent discussion of
the passage in E n n . III 9 [13] 1.Yet in my view there we re other,
systemic and more cogent reasons that led to a dive rs i fication of
d e m i u rgy and that can be observed in E n n. IV 4 [28]. In this tex t ,
P l o t i nus shows himself not quite at ease with the re s t riction of
d e m i u rgy to the intellective re a l m , and looks for a second
“ o rd e ri n g ”p rinciple (which he refuses to call “ d e m i u rgi c ” , t h o u g h ) .
H e re he ex p resses himself not as cl e a r ly as he could have , and as
a result he could easily be misunders t o o d .
Proclus’ account of Plotinus’ position can be seen as a summary
of the re l evant ch a p t e rs of E n n.IV 4 [28]:P l o t i nus appare n t ly make s
the demiurge two fo l d , one in the intelligi ble wo r l d , the other the
leader and ruler of the unive rs e .And this is corre c t , P ro clus say s .
For the immanent principle gove rning the world can in a sense
also be called a demiurge.48 As for the “higher demiurge”, Plotinus
calls him intelligi ble because he situates him, c o rre c t ly, in the
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46.On Proclus’ interpretation of this
p a s s age ,see A . J.Fe s t u gi è re ,P ro cl u s .C o m-
m e n t a i re sur le Ti m é e . Traduction et
notes, II, Paris, 1967, p.159 n. 2; 160 n. 1;
John M.Dillon,Plotinus, Enn.3.9.1, and
Later Views on the Intelligible World, in:
TAPhA, 100, 1969 [reprinted in Id., The
Golden Chain. Studies in the Deve l o p-
ment of Platonism and Chri s t i a n i t y,
Aldershot — Brookfield, 1990], p. 65-67
(on Plotinus himself) and p. 68-69 (on
Proclus’ reading of Plotinus).
47. A Craftsman and his Handmai-
d e n . D e m i u rgy according to Plotinu s,
i n : We l t e n t s t e h u n g , Weltseele und We l t-
s t ru k t u r.Platons Timaios als Gru n d t ex t
der Ko s m o l o gie in A n t i ke , M i t t e l a l t e r
und Renaissance, h e ra u s ge geben vo n
T h . Leinkauf und C. Steel (Ancient and
M e d i eval Philosophy Vo l .X X X I I ) ,2 0 0 5 . I t
is, moreover, likely that Proclus has used
I a m bl i ch u s ’ c o m m e n t a ry  on the
Ti m a e u s as a direct source for the entire
section on the demiurge ,e s p e c i a l ly with
re g a rd to Po r p hy ry and Plotinu s . C f.W.
D e u s e , Der Demiurg bei Po r p hy ri o s
und Ja m bl i c h, i n : Die Philosophie des
N e u p l a t o n i s mu s . H e ra u s ge geben vo n
Clemens Zintzen (Wege der Forschung,
1 8 6 ) , D a rm s t a d t , 1 9 7 7 , p . 2 3 8 - 2 4 6 , e s p .
246.
4 8 . In Ti m. 1 . 3 0 5 . 1 9 - 2 0 : e[sti gavr
pw" kai; oJ nou'" oJ ejgkovsmio" dhmiourgo;"
tou' pantov" — pro b ably this cor-
responds to Pro cl u s ’ t h i rd demiurgi c
level:tw'n o{lwn merikw'" ai[tion.
hypostasis of Intellect,w h i ch is his name for the whole realm betwe e n
the One and the wo r l d ,w h e reas Pro clus limits Intellect to the lowe s t
l evel of that re a l m . Another way of seeing this is that Pro cl u s
distinguishes the paradigm,which is also called Intelligible Intellect
[ 2 . 3 ] ,and the demiurgic n o u '",w h i ch is intellect as such ,w h e reas fo r
P l o t i nus these two intellects coincide in reality and are distinguishabl e
o n ly conceptually : the demiurge considered as intellect at re s t
(Kronos) contains the forms, while the demiurge considered as an
actively thinking intellect (Zeus) contemplates the ideas.But this is
a distinction, not a division.49
In E n n . IV 4 [28] Plotinus indeed mentions two “ c o s m o p o e i c ”
principles:
“But since the ord e ring principle is two fo l d , we speak of one
form of it as the craftsman and the other as the soul of the all; and
when we speak of Zeus we sometimes apply the name to the
c raftsman and sometimes to the ruling principle of the all.” (∆ A l l ∆
ejpei; to; kosmou'n dittovn, to; me;n wJ" to;n dhmiourgo;n levgomen, to;
de; wJ" th;n tou' panto;" yuchvn, kai; to;n Diva levgonte" oJte; me;n wJ"
ejpi; to;n dhmiourgo;n ferovmeqa, oJte; de; ejpi; to; hJgemonou'n tou' pantov".
IV 4 [28] 10,1-4).
The second ruling principle is the soul, or its thinking, i . e . i t s
i n t e l l e c t i ve aspect – Plotinu s ’ wo rds remain somewhat vag u e .5 0
P ro clus could take Plotinus to be re fe rring to the intellect o f t h e
world soul, w h e reas Po r p hy ry could claim that Plotinus just talks
about “the soul or its intellective aspect”, without needing to be
more precise.
The reasons for distinguishing two demiurgic or “ o rd e ri n g ”l eve l s
become apparent in Enn. IV 4 [28].Whereas the Timaeus, at least
when read in accordance with Neoplatonic hermeneutic pri n c i p l e s ,
cl e a r ly suggests that the demiurge is an intellect, P l o t i nu s ’
u n d e rstanding of what an intellect is makes it hard for him to accept
that an intellect could do the kind of things the demiurge is descri b e d
as doing. P l o t i nus sees intellect in essence as an A ristotelian self-
thinking unmoved move r. S u ch a being would be incapable of
d i s c u rs i ve thinking – the planning and deliberating – and of the kind
of active, punctual interventions attributed to the demiurge in the
Ti m a e u s.That is why these tasks are confe rred onto a lower pri n c i p l e .
It is re m a rk able that those Middle Platonists who adopt an A ri s t o t e l i a n
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4 9 . C f. J. P é p i n , Éléments pour une
h i s t o i re de la relation entre l’intelli-
gence et l’intelligi ble chez Platon et
dans le néoplatonisme, in:Revue philo-
s o p h i q u e, 8 1 , 1 9 5 6 , p . 3 9 - 6 4 , e s p . p . 4 7 -
50 [re p rinted in: I d . De la philosophie
ancienne à la théologie patri s t i q u e,
L o n d o n , 1 9 8 6 ] ; P. H a d o t , La concep t i o n
plotinienne de l’identité entre l’intellect
et son objet. Plotin et le De anima d’A-
ri s t o t e, i n : Corps et âme. Sur le De
anima d’Aristote, éd. G. Romeyer-Dher-
bey, Paris 1996, p. 367-376 [reprinted in
I d . , P l o t i n , Po r p hy re . Études Néoplato-
niciennes, Paris, 1999, p. 267-278].
50. Enn. IV 4 [28] 10.
interpretation of intellect (Numenius and Alcinous, e.g.)51 likewise
distinguish different levels of demiurgy. Moreover, Plotinus appears
to think that the manual work of a craftsman is beneath the dignity
of an intellect. H e re the old polemics with the Epicureans may
have played a role: they had ridiculed Plato’s demiurge for exactly
this re a s o n .5 2 P l o t i nu s ’account is ch a ra c t e rised by a ge n e ral tension
between models of interpretation:53 the demiurgic model,whereby
o rder is imparted onto a pre - existing ch a o s , on the one hand, a n d
the deri vation model, that had gra d u a l ly become dominant under
the influence of the Neo-Pythagorean revival of the first centuries
and that was clearly favoured by Plotinus.As a result, the demiurge
was bound to become a rather sorry figure.54
H i s t o ri c a l ly,P l o t i nu s ’ t reatment of the demiurge is situated betwe e n
interpretations that identified the demiurge with the highest deity,
and those of later Neoplatonists,who demoted the demiurge to some
lower position within the intelligible.That option was not open to
P l o t i nu s ,who wo rked with a simpler metaphysical sch e m e ,b e c a u s e
he refused to allow any real distinctions within the pri m a ry
hy p o s t a s e s .So he equated the demiurge with intellect,but tra n s fe rre d
as many of his activities as he could to the soul.This solution was
not new either.As the most direct influence on Plotinus the Gnostics
have been suggested,55 but also the Stoic active principle comes to
mind, which was called, besides many other things, both demiurge
and world soul.5 6 The idea, h oweve r, is still older.A l re a dy in the
E p i n o m i s the highest kind of soul, w h i ch possesses intellige n c e
( 9 8 2 b 5 ) , is said to be the only thing suitable to mold and cra f t
(plavttein kai; dhmiourgei'n, 981B8).
As I have already pointed out, Plotinus refuses to call the soul a
d e m i u rge . U n fo rt u n a t e ly, he did not always ex p ress himself as
u n a m b i g u o u s ly as he should have . By calling intellect the re a l
d e m i u rge ,5 7 he seems to suggest that there is another,lesser demiurge .
What is more , E n n . III 9 [13]1, P l o t i nu s ’ exe gesis of Ti m . 3 9 E 7 - 9 ,
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5 1 .Numenius frg .1 2 ;15.3-10 Des Pla-
c e s ; Alcinous D i d a s k. 1 0 , 1 6 4 . 1 8 - 2 7 ;
1 6 4 . 4 0 - 1 6 5 . 4 . See also ps.-Ari s t . D e
mundo 397b19-24; 398b12-22; 400b11-
12; b31-32.
5 2 . C f. C i c . De nat. d e o r. I , 8 , 1 8 - 1 9 ;
I , 2 0 , 5 2 - 5 3 ; p s . - P l u t . De plac. p h i l . 1 , 7
881B = Aetius, DG 300a7-16.
5 3 . C f. D. J. O ’ M e a ra , P l o t i nu s . A n
I n t roduction to the Enneads, O x fo rd ,
1 9 9 3 , p . 7 6 ; Das Böse bei Plotin (Enn.
I , 8 ), i n :T h . Ko b u s ch - B. M o j s i s ch , B u rk-
h a rd (eds), Platon in der ab e n d l ä n d i-
schen Geistesge s c h i c h t e . Neue Fo rs-
c h u n gen zum Platonismu s , D a rm s t a d t ,
1 9 9 7 , p . 4 3 .
54. Cf. L. Brisson, Logos et logoi chez
Plotin. Leur nature et leur rôle, in: Les
Cahiers Philosophiques de Strasbourg,
8, 1999, p. 95.
5 5 . J.R a t z i n ge r,E m a n a t i o n, i n :R E,4 ,
1 9 5 9 , c o l . 1 2 2 6 ; P. H a d o t , 1 9 9 9 . P l o t i n .
Po r p hy re . Études néoplatoniciennes
( L’âne d’or), Pa ris p. 222-223 [=
Annuaire de l’École Pratique des Hau-
tes Études ( Ve S e c t i o n ) , 1 9 7 5 - 7 6 , p . 7 6 -
77].
5 6 . C f. D i o g . L a e rt . 7 , 8 8 ; 7 , 1 3 4 - 1 3 6 ;
Cleanthes (SVF I 537: Hymn to Zeus);
Philod. De piet. col. 11 (= SVF II 1076 =
DG 545b12-20).
57. Enn.V 9 [5] 3,25-26.
lends some support to Po r p hy ry ’s claim that Plotinus considered the
world soul a second demiurge ,e s p e c i a l ly since Plotinus in his initial
paraphrase of the Timaeus passage supplies the word “demiurge”
as the grammatical subject of the “ p l a n n i n g ” , and concludes his
i n t e r p retation with the suggestion that it is soul who does the
planning.
Next in Proclus’ doxography comes Amelius (the lesser known
of Plotinus’ pupils, the name of whom has been all but eclipsed by
that of Porphyry), according to whom the demiurge is threefold, all
three of them Intellects (1.306.1-31):58 he who is, he who has, and
he who sees.The first intellect truly is what he is; the second is the
i n t e l l i gi ble that is inside of him, but mere ly h a s the intelligi bl e
p receding him;the third i s the intelligi ble that is inside of him,5 9 b u t
h a s the intelligi ble that is in the second, and mere ly s e e s t h e
intelligible that is in the first. Proclus could very well endorse the
type of argument deployed by Amelius: the paradigm is present in
the three diffe rent intellects, a c c o rding to the principle that
“everything is contained in everything appropriately”.60 Moreover,
in other contexts Pro clus himself can be found to apply the
distinction “to be, to have, to see” to Intellect.61 And indeed,Proclus
does not criticise the triple division as such ,6 2 but points out
(1.306.14-15:a[xion ou\n ejkei'na kai; pro;" tou'ton levgein) that every
multitude is preceded by unity and eve ry triad by a monad.T h e re fo re
there has to be a demiurgic monad prior to the triad.The universal
d e m i u rge Timaeus is re fe rring to in the present lemma must be
this demiurgic monad. P ro cl u s ’ objections entire ly stem from his
own metaphysical system, but so do the reasons for his positive
appreciation of this predecessor.
Porphyry,whose interpretation of “maker and father”has already
been refuted in the l exe i s- s e c t i o n ,once again cannot count on mu ch
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5 8 . See also In Ti m. 3 . 1 0 3 . 1 8 - 2 8 ,
where Proclus objects to Amelius’distin-
guishing three diffe rent intellects in Ti m.
39E7-9 (ejnouvsa" ijdeva" [i.e. the ideas in
“he who has”] tw'/ o} e[stin zw'/on [i.e. the
intellect that is,the a u jt o z w ' /o n] k a q o r a '/ [ h e
who sees]). Cf. Festugière IV, p. 136 n. 2,
explaining that Amelius read or at least
understood tw'/ o{ ejstin zw'/on (Diehl) as
tw'/ zwv/w/ o} e[stin.
5 9 .C f.1 . 3 0 6 . 7 - 8 :“ for eve ry intellect is
the same as its conjoined intelligi bl e .”
This could be either a reason offered by
Amelius or Proclus’own gloss.
6 0 .E l .Th e o l.§ 1 0 3 ,p .9 2 . 1 3 :Pavnta ejn
pa'sin, oijkeivw" de; ejn eJkavstw/.Cf. Porph.
Sent. 10: Pavnta me;n ejn pa'sin, ajlla; oij-
keivw" th'/ eJkavstou oujsiva/.
6 1 . C f. In Ti m . 1.242.27-30 and
2 4 4 . 2 5 - 3 0 .See also H.-D.S a ff rey,La Th é o-
logie platonicienne de Proclus et l’his-
t o i re du néoplatonisme, i n : P ro clus et
son infl u e n c e . Actes du Colloque de
Neuchâtel, juin 1985,édités par G.Boss
et G. S e e l , avec une introduction de F.
Brunner, Zürich,1987, p. 35.
6 2 . C f. 1 . 3 0 9 . 2 1 - 2 3 , w h e re Amelius is
called g e n n a i 'o ",not in an ironic way, I
b e l i eve . P ro clus again seems to applaud
A m e l i u s ’ t h re e fold distinction,but instead
of insisting on the need to place a monad
b e fo re the triad and thus associating A m e-
l i u s ’ t h reesome with his own demiurgi c
t riad [5.1],he now seems to be saying that
o n ly one of the thre e ,the lowest of them,
is the demiurge and thus to associate the
other two with the paradigm (as A m e l i u s
does himself) and with Life re s p e c t i ve ly.
s y m p a t hy (1.306.31-307.14): he thinks he is fo l l owing Plotinu s ,6 3
but this claim is rejected by Proclus. Proclus tells us that Porphyry
re g a rds the hy p e rcosmic soul as the demiurge , and equates the
intellect belonging to this soul with the paradigm (the aujtozw/'on).
To consider the demiurge as a soul64 is of course utter foolishness
a c c o rding to Pro cl u s : Plato calls the demiurge n o u '", not y u c h v.
M o re ove r, the demiurge creates and transcends soul. If the wo r l d -
soul were the demiurge, it would moreover be impossible for Plato
to call the world a go d ,6 5 for what makes the world a god is the
p resence of the world soul in it. I f, h oweve r, the soul we re the
d e m i u rge , it would have to be outside of the world and could hence
no longer be present in the world. Proclus’ final argument is based
on the Neoplatonic conception of causality: the demiurge is we l l
capable of creating (partial) encosmic intellects and gods, whereas
soul could never do that, for it would be causing beings surpassing
itself in ex c e l l e n c e .But causes are always ontologi c a l ly prior to their
effects.
Porphyry intended his account of demiurgy to be an elucidation
of the thought of Plotinus. His demiurge and paradigmatic intellect
are meant to correspond to Plotinus’ (alleged) distinction between
an immanent and a transcendent demiurge , i . e .b e t ween the thinking
soul as the second ord e ring pri n c i p l e , and the immobile intellect
as the true demiurge . It does not look as if Pro clus has made an
honest attempt to gi ve a fair account of Po r p hy ry ’s view s . O n ly a
d rastic simplification can occasion the re p ro a ch that Po r p hy ry posited
a stra i g h t fo r wa rd equation of the demiurge with the world soul
and thus banished the demiurge from the realm of intellect. A c t u a l ly,
Porphyry repeatedly calls the demiurge an intellect.W. Deuse, who
has cl o s e ly examined all the re l evant fragments and testimonies
c o n cludes that for Po r p hy ry there was no great divide betwe e n
the realms of soul and intellect.6 6The identification of the demiurge
with soul does not automatically imply that he is denied an intellective
ex i s t e n c e .Po r p hy ry conceives of demiurgy as a steady gliding dow n
and self-development of intellect, that in his lowest manife s t a t i o n
becomes the transcendent soul, m a ker of the world of becoming
and division.For Po r p hy ry there is no contradiction between talking
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6 3 . C f. In Ti m . 1 . 3 0 6 . 3 2 - 3 0 7 . 1 : o i jo v-
meno" tw'/ Plwtivnw/ sunav/dein. P ro cl u s
most pro b ably re fe rs to the view held by
Porphyry after the dispute reported by
the latter in his Life of Plotinus (ch.18).
Po r p hy ry tells the reader that he fi rs t
wrote against Plotinus in an attempt to
s h ow that the objects of thought ex i s t
outside the intellect.At Plotinu s ’ re q u e s t ,
Amelius then wrote a lengthy tre a t i s e
against Po r p hy ry. Po r p hy ry replied to
what he had written.Amelius replied to
this reply, and finally Porphyry changed
his mind and endorsed Plotinu s ’v i ew (or
so he thought).
64. See A.H.Armstrong,Plotinus,Vol.
III (LCL), C a m b ri d ge , M a s s . – London,
1967, p. 410 n. 1.
65. Cf. Tim. 92C7: qeo;" aijsqhtov".
6 6 . C f.W. D e u s e , Der Demiurg bei
Po r p hy rios und Ja m bl i c h, e s p . p . 2 4 8 ,
251.
of the demiurge as a soul and as an intellect; it is just that at the
end of the demiurgic process we find the soul taking over matter
and imposing order on it.
That some being could be soul and intellect at the same time wa s
a ghastly idea for a late Athenian Neoplatonist such as Proclus.Yet
Porphyry did not seem to have problems with it. Neither, I should
a d d , did some of his near contempora ri e s . Numenius too appears
to re fer occasionally to his third ,d e m i u rgi c ,intellect as a soul.S eve ra l
s ch o l a rs have argued that he considers the world soul to be the
d e m i u rge .6 7 Numenius is known for saying that soul is
i n d i s t i n g u i s h ably and inseparably identical with its pri n c i p l e s ,6 8 a n d
c o nve rs e ly ascribes to the demiurge certain attributes and functions
that are cl e a r ly those of the world soul.6 9 Po r p hy ry ’s and Numenius’
views on demiurgy are in fact remarkably similar. Both allow for a
dynamic continuum in which the boundaries between deities are
not always sharp, in which entities divide into two and merge again
into one. Even Plotinus, as we have seen,did not clearly distinguish
b e t ween soul, the intelligising soul or the intellect o f the soul.P ro cl u s ,
h oweve r, insists on cl e a r - c u t , we l l - d e fined and stable distinctions
between hypostases.
P ro clus is mu ch more sympathetic to Iambl i chus (1.307.14-
3 0 9 . 1 3 ) .The “divine Iambl i ch u s ” gets more cre d i t , despite allege d
inconsistencies and ambiguities in his interpretation. Proclus starts
o ff by saying that Iambl i chus went to great lengths to counter
Porphyry70 and to expose the latter’s interpretation as un-Plotinian.
Proclus adds that Iamblichus himself, in his own Commentary on
the Timaeus (frg. 34 Dillon), concurs with Plotinus in equating the
d e m i u rge with the entire intelligi ble re a l m .In support of this assert i o n
P ro clus even includes a literal quotation from Iambl i ch u s ’
c o m m e n t a ry,w h i ch pre s u m ably contains a re fe rence to the passage
at hand.
But after him (Po r p hy ry) the divine Iambl i ch u s ,a t t a cking the theory
of Po r p hy ry at length,and condemning it as being un-Plotinian, in gi v i n g
his own theology, denominates the whole intelligi ble cosmos as the
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6 7 .C f.M .Fre d e ,N u m e n i u s,1 9 8 7 ,p .
1 0 5 8 ,1 0 6 8 ;H . J.K r ä m e r,Der Urs p rung der
G e i s t m e t a p hy s i k . U n t e rs u c h u n gen zur
Geschichte des Platonismus zwischen
Platon und Plotin, A m s t e rd a m , 1 9 6 4 ,
p . 7 2 - 7 5 . Also W. D e u s e , U n t e rs u c h u n-
gen zur mittelplatonischen und neu-
platonischen Seelenlehre ( A k a d e m i e
der Wi s s e n s chaften und Litera t u r.
A b h a n d l u n gen der Geistes- und Sozial-
w i s s e n s ch a f t l i chen Klasse, E i n z e l ve r ö f-
fe n t l i chung 3), Mainz - Wi e s b a d e n ,
1 9 8 3 , p . 6 7 .
68. Iambl.De an. ap.Stob.1,49,67,p.
458.3-4 Wa ch s muth = frg .4 2 :e{nwsin me;n
ou\n kai; taujtovthta ajdiavkriton th'"
yuch'" pro;" ta;" eJauth'" ajrca;" pres-
beuvein faivnetai Noumhvnio".
69. Esp. in frg. 18 des Places.
7 0 . I a m bl i ch u s , who was pro b ably
P ro cl u s ’ s o u rc e ,was wont to criticise his
ri va l ,sometimes in quite offe n s i ve term s ,
as can be seen in the fo l l owing quotation:
oujde; filovsofo" oJ trovpo" ou|to" th'"
qewriva", ajlla; barbarikh'" ajlazoneiva"
mestov" (a p. P ro cl . In Ti m . 1 . 1 5 3 . 9 - 1 0 ) .
d e m i u rge ,being in agreement himself,to judge at least by what he wri t e s ,
with Plotinus.At any rate,he says in his Commentaries:“Real Existence
and the beginning of created things and the intelligi ble paradigms of
the cosmos, which we term the intelligible cosmos, and such causes as
we decl a re to pre - exist all things in Nature ,all these things the Demiurge -
God whom we are now seeking gathers into one and holds within
himself.”71 (In Tim. 1.307.14-25 = Iambl. In Tim. frg. 34, trans. J. Dillon)
These literal wo rds could mean two things, s ays Pro cl u s .T h e re
is no pro blem if Iambl i chus mere ly wants to say that the “ i n t e l l i gi bl e
u n i ve rs e ” and “ t rue being” exist “ d e m i u rgi c a l ly ” in the demiurge ,
according to the well-known principle that everything is contained
in everything, on each level appropriately.Yet if he means that the
demiurge is identical with the entire realm between the world and
the One (Plotinus’ view), then we have a problem indeed (1.308.8:
tou'to h[dh ajporiva" a[xion). Proclus endeavours to refute the view
that the demiurge is identical with the intelligi ble realm fro m
Iamblichus’ own teachings (1.308.9:ejx w|n hJma'" aujto;" ajnedivdaxe).
Suppose the demiurge we re indeed all there is between the One
and the world. In that case there would be no place for the other
divine beings recognised by Iamblichus himself: neither for the so-
called (Orphic) Kings who are prior to Zeus;nor for the three Kings
mentioned by Plato in the second Letter.72 It is equally impossible
to hold both that eternal being is the very first being and that the
demiurge, who as allegedly coinciding with the paradigm is eternal
b e i n g , occupies the whole intelligi ble re a l m . For the use of the
term“very first being” (prwvtiston o[n) cannot but refer to only one
section in the realm of being, namely the highest.73
However, Proclus acknowledges that Iamblichus has treated the
same matter with mu ch more accuracy elsew h e re , n a m e ly in his
e s s ay On the speech of Zeus in the Ti m a e u s.T h e re he holds, a s
Proclus reports, that first there are the intelligible triads, and then
t h ree intellective tri a d s .N ext is the intellective hebdomad,in which
the demiurge occupies the third place among the fa t h e rs (i.e. t h e
first triad in the hebdomad).74 As far as concerns the demiurge, this
interpretation coincides with that of Proclus, although Iamblichus’
i n t e l l e c t i ve realm is stru c t u red diffe re n t ly. That is, unless A . J.
Fe s t u gi è re7 5 is right and we should ch a n ge the text so that the
succession would be: ( t h re e ?) intelligi ble tri a d s , t h ree intelligi bl e -
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71. 1.307.20-25.
7 2 .On A m e l i u s ’and Iambl i ch u s ’i n t e r-
pretation of the “three Kings”, see H.D.
Saffrey – L.G.Westerink,Proclus.Théolo-
gie platonicienne, Livre II (CUF), Paris,
1974, p. LII-LVII.
7 3 .J.Dillon seems to have ove r l o oke d
this point.Cf. Iamblichi Chalcidensis in
Platonis dialogos commentari o ru m
fragmenta, Leiden, 1973,p. 308.
74. Cf. In Tim. 1.308.19-23.
7 5 .A . J.Fe s t u gi è re ,P ro cl u s .C o m m e n-
taire sur le Timée.Traduction et notes,
II, Paris, 1967,p. 164 n.3.
i n t e l l e c t i ve tri a d s , the seve n t h , i n t e l l e c t i ve tri a d .7 6This emendation7 7
is supported by an ancient scholion in the C o i s l i n i a nu s re l a t i n g
I a m bl i ch u s ’v i ew.7 8 If it is corre c t , I a m bl i ch u s ’s t ru c t u re of the entire
“intelligible universe” would almost coincide with that of Proclus.
P ro clus concludes that Iambl i ch u s ’t h e o l o gy deserves to be judge d
on the basis of this text rather than the treatment in his commentary,
which is superficial and ambiguous if not erroneous.We can easily
understand the reason for Proclus’ sympathy for Iamblichus: it was
he who inaugurated an evolution away from the Plotinian monolithic
conception of the intelligi ble towa rds a mu l t i - l aye red stru c t u re cl o s e ly
resembling that endorsed by Syrianus and Proclus.79
Last in the row of “ a n c i e n t s ”comes T h e o d o ru s ,pupil of Po r p hy ry
and of Iambl i ch u s , but also their opponent, and too eccentric or
o ri ginal ever to become canonical. Not unlike A m e l i u s , h e
distinguishes three demiurge s .His threesome consists of “ s u b s t a n t i a l
intellect”(or:“the intellect which is being”),“intellective substance”
( o r :“ p u re intellect”) and the “ s o u rce of the souls” ( 1 . 3 0 9 . 1 4 - 2 0 ) .
T h e o d o rus does not situate these three demiurges immediately after
the One (as Amelius had done),8 0 but after the intellective - i n t e l l i gi bl e
go d s ,8 1 in other wo rd s ,on the level of Iambl i ch u s ’ i n t e l l e c t i ve tri a d .8 2
This explains why Proclus tries to argue (1.309.20-310.2) that only
“ i n t e l l e c t i ve substance”can ri g h t ly be identified with the demiurgi c
i n t e l l e c t . One would also have to ch a n ge the order of T h e o d o ru s ’
threesome and assign the middle position to the “source of souls”;
i n d e e d ,“ p owe r ” or “ l i fe ” has this position in any tri a d . Fi n a l ly the
name of the now second god should be ch a n ged from “ s o u rce of
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7 6 .meta; ta;" <t r e i '" ?> nohta;" tri-
avda" kai; ta;" tw'n <nohtw'n kai;> n o e r w 'n
qew'n trei'" triavda" ejn th'/ noera'/ eJbdovm<h /
t r i>avdi th;n trivthn ejn toi'" patravsin
ajponevmei tw'/ dhmiourgw'/ tavxin.
77.Thomas Taylor has suggested the
same emendation, without knowing the
scholion.
78. Cf. In Tim. ed. E. Diehl, vol. I, p.
4 7 3 . 2 8 - 3 0 . On the great value of these
ancient scholia see H.D. Saffrey [& L.G.
We s t e rink] P ro cl u s . Th é o l o gie platoni-
cienne, tome 6, Livre VI. Index général
(CUF),Paris,1997, p. LXI-LXVII. It is pos-
sible, nonetheless, that the scholiast has
t ried to explain the text from what he
knew about Proclus’ views.
7 9 . C f.A . H . A rm s t ro n g ,“ P l o t i nu s ” , i n
The Cambri d ge History of Later Gre e k
and Early Medieval Philosophy, C a m-
b ri d ge ,1 9 6 7 ,p .2 1 5 :“The Neoplatonism of
I a m bl i chus was in many ways a fresh start ,
w h i ch helps to account for the fact that
those ve ry authority-minded people the
later Neoplatonists never re g a rded Ploti-
nus as an authority of the fi rst ra n k , w i t h
whom it was not proper to disagre e .T h e
i n fluence of Plotinus on later philosophy
was ve ry gre a t , but he did not dominate
the thought of his time or entire ly deter-
mine the later development of Platonism.”
8 0 .P ro cl u s ’ s u p reme One that is, a n d
not the One of T h e o d o ru s ,w h i ch the lat-
ter equates with the intelligi bl e . C f. W.
D e u s e , Th e o d o rus von A s i n e . S a m m-
lung der Testimonien und Kommentar
( Pa l i n ge n e s i a ,6 ) ,Wiesbaden 1973,p .1 0 8 .
8 1 . Again Pro clus is re fe rring to his
own catego ry of the intellective - i n t e l l i-
gible, pace Deuse (ibid.).
82. Cf. Festugière II, p. 165 n. 3. For a
s chematic presentation of T h e o d o ru s ’
o n t o l o gy see L.B ri s s o n ,Le même et l’au-
t re dans la stru c t u re ontologique du
Timée de Platon. Un commentaire sys-
tématique du Timée de Platon ( I n t e r-
national Plato Studies,2 ) ,Sankt Au g u s t i n ,
19942, p. 68 n. 2.
souls” to “source of life”, as the source of the souls is but one of the
s o u rces contained in the life - giving source (intellects are not as such
ensouled — they are prior to soul —,but do possess life ) .Of cours e ,
a ge n e rous reader may agree that, i f these points we re conceded,
T h e o d o ru s ’ v i ew would be in essential agreement with that of
I a m bl i chus (and Pro cl u s ) ,at least according to the way it is pre s e n t e d
by Proclus.
I have examined the way in which Pro clus construes the re l a t i o n s
among the interpretations of various Middle- and Neoplatonists in
one particular lemma.P ro clus cl e a r ly treats the pre-Plotinian Platonists
as one group, not because of what they have positively in common,
but rather because of the ve ry fact that Plotinu s ’ insight wa s
i n a c c e s s i ble to them. P l o t i nus understood that the fi g u re of the
d e m i u rge should be analysed on two ontological levels and that
the demiurge tru ly belongs to the intelligi ble re a l m .Thus Plotinu s
succeeded in keeping the true demiurge exempt from the wo r l d -
immanent aspects of demiurgic activity and to safe g u a rd his
t ra n s c e n d e n c e .He re f u s e d ,h oweve r, to ack n ow l e d ge anything more
than conceptual distinctions in the hypostasis of Intellect. T h e
n e c e s s a ry ontological divisions we re introduced by Iambl i ch u s ,8 3
who developed a more re fined and complex theology and
consequently could assign to the demiurge a more precise place in
the intelligi ble re a l m .As re g a rds Plotinu s ’ immediate disciples,P ro cl u s
c riticises A m e l i u s ’ v i ew, but not in an unfri e n d ly way. He is visibly
mu ch less patient with Po r p hy ry. S y ri a nu s , fi n a l ly, e s t ablished the
complete and correct interpretation of the demiurge’s theological
s t a t u s , situating the demiurge within a re fined ontological hiera rchy
and explicating all the equivalences with the Chaldean and Orphic
theological traditions.Of course, Proclus is not thinking in terms of
d i ffe rent s y s t e m s, but of diffe rent i n t e r p re t a t i o n s of Plato’s
p h i l o s o p hy, w h i ch contains one single theological truth (albeit a
c o m p l ex one); this entails that Pro clus cannot avoid that his ow n
i n t e r p retation gets in the way of an unbiased understanding of
alternative views.
The construction of the exe getical history as it is seen here is
highly typical of Proclus’ procedure throughout the Commentary
and is essential to his self-definition as a Platonist.84 The difference
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8 3 . One could arg u e , h oweve r, t h a t
I a m bl i chus actually developed cert a i n
tendencies alre a dy present in Plotinu s ’
work.
84.The introduction to the Platonic
Th e o l o gy contains a famous glori fi c a t i o n
of the Platonic philosophers who revea-
led Plato’s mystical insight in their sacre d
i n t e r p retations and who themselve s
have received a nature not unlike that of
their guide,P l a t o :P l o t i nus was fi rs t ,t h e n
came his disciples Amelius and Po r p hy ry,
and third ly their disciples Iambl i ch u s
and T h e o d o rus (“statues of wisdom”) fo l-
lowed by a number of others. From this
tradition the authentic and pure light of
truth came down to Syrianus, who com-
municated it to Proclus himself (Theol.
P l a t . I 1,p .6 . 1 6 - 7 . 8 ) .This historical cons-
t ruction enables Pro clus to consider him-
in philosophical style between Porphyry and Iamblichus which led
to two currents in Neoplatonism was commonly re c o g n i s e d , a n d
had alre a dy been emphasised by Iambl i chus himself. I a m bl i ch u s
d e fined his own appro a ch as more “ h i e ra t i c ”as opposed to the more
s o b e r ly philosophical style of Po r p hy ry,and accord i n g ly awa rded an
important place to theurgy.85 It is clear that Proclus counts himself
as belonging to the Iambl i chean tra d i t i o n .8 6 Later Damascius will
c o n fi rm the existence of these two tra d i t i o n s ,8 7 not without adding,
h oweve r,that Plato united the two appro a ches into one single tru t h .8 8
The mysticism of the tradition to which Pro clus belongs is nicely
i l l u s t rated in the l exe i s-section of the present lemma.8 9 T h e re
(1.300.28-303.23) Pro clus explains why Plato says it is difficult to
find the demiurge and impossible to communicate this knowledge
to others. In order to discover the demiurge the philosopher has to
ascend from the lower realities towa rds the superior leve l s .H oweve r,
m o re is needed.The soul has to become itself an “ i n t e l l e c t i ve unive rs e ”
(kovsmon noerovn) ; it has to assimilate itself as mu ch as possible to
the intelligi ble unive rs e9 0 and thus appro a ch the go d . In this manner
the soul will discover the demiurge. It will neither “stumble upon”
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self the heir of an ancient and sacre d
theological tradition. It is hardly surpri-
sing that we do not find even a hint of
c riticism in this passage . The intro d u c-
tion to the Platonic Th e o l o gy wa s
indeed not the appropriate place for cri-
tical remarks against, e.g., Porphyry. On
the philosophers bri d ging the gap bet-
ween the generation of Iamblichus and
Syrianus, who here remain anonymous,
see Saffrey - Westerink I,p.XXXV-XLVIII.
C o m p a re also Hiero cles De prov i d . a p .
Phot.Bibl. 214.
8 5 . De my s t . 9 6 . 7 - 1 0 : diovti filo-
sovfw" ma'llon kai; logikw'", ajll∆ oujci;
kata; to;n ejnergo;n tw'n iJerevwn tevcnhn
to;n ajpologismo;n poiei'tai, dia; tou'to
oi\mai dei'n qeourgikwvteron eijpei'n peri;
aujtw'n.
8 6 . Most sch o l a rs admit the diffe-
rence of philosophical styles betwe e n
Porphyry and Iamblichus (although cer-
tain qualifications need to be made) and
the primal importance of Iamblichus for
late Athenian Neoplatonism. C f. K a r l
Praechter, Richtungen und Schulen im
N e u p l a t o n i s mu s, i n : G e n e t h l i a kon für
C. Robert, Berlin, 1910, p. 105; 119 (“Die
R i chtung der Athener stimmt mit der des
I a m bl i ch vo l l kommen übere i n .” ) ; 1 2 1 ;
141 (“Von Po r p hy rios trennt ihn [s c.I a m-
bl i ch] auf dem Hauptgebiete philoso-
p h i s cher Arbeit eine tiefe Kluft,h i n ge ge n
ist von ihm zu Proklos vo l l ko m m e n
ebene Bahn”).
87. Cf.A. Smith, Porphyry’s Place in
the Neoplatonic Tra d i t i o n . A Study in
Post-Plotinian Neoplatonism, T h e
H ag u e , 1 9 7 4 , p . 117 (commenting on
“Olympiodorus” = Damascius In Phaed.
I § 144):“A familiar pattern emerges —
Iamblichus as originator of an idea, Pro-
clus as expounder and refiner.”
8 8 .Damascius I § 172,L . G.We s t e ri n k ,
The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s
P h a e d o,Volume II, D a m a s c i u s, A m s t e r-
dam - Oxfo rd - New Yo rk , 1 9 7 7 , p . 1 0 5
( t ra n s . L . G.We s t e ri n k ) :“ To some philoso-
p hy is pri m a ry (o{ti oiJ me;n th;n filoso-
fivan protimw'sin) ,as to Po r p hy ry and Plo-
t i nus and a great many other philoso-
p h e rs ; to others hieratic practice (oiJ de;
th;n iJeratikhvn) , as to Iambl i ch u s , S y ri a-
nu s ,P ro cl u s ,and the hieratic school ge n e-
ra l ly. P l a t o , h oweve r, recognizing that
s t rong arguments can be advanced fro m
both sides, has united the two into one
single truth by calling the philosopher a
‘ B a c ch u s ’ .” On Plotinu s ’ , I a m bl i ch u s ’ a n d
Po r p hy ry ’s attitude to theurgy, see A .
S m i t h ,Po r p hy ry ’s Place in the Neoplato-
nic Tra d i t i o n,ch .9 ,e s p . p .1 3 9 - 1 4 1 .
89. One may compare Marinus Vita
Procli 22.
9 0 . The famous doctrine of the
oJmoivwsi" qew'/, based on Theaet. 176AB.
him through conjectural reasoning — which always re m a i n s
u n c e rtain and hard ly exceeds the domain of the irrational —, n o r
will it discover him through scientific re a s o n i n g ; for the latter is
s y l l o gistic and composite and there fo re unable to grasp intellective ly
the intellective nature of the demiurge . What is needed is an
immediate visionary intuition,a kind of contact,a unifi c a t i o n .9 1T h i s
is indeed not easy (e[rgon).
But to ex p l a i n the demiurge ’s nature to others is more than
difficult, it is impossible. For in order to express what one has seen
one has to go back to language , and by doing so again lose the
d e m i u rge ’s essence. A c c o rding to the S eventh Letter9 2 the soul cannot
grasp the true essence of a thing by means of a name, a definition,
an arg u m e n t ,but only through intellection.This is true a fo rt i o ri fo r
k n ow l e d ge of the demiurge . T h e re fo re it is impossible to
c o m municate his intellective essence through nouns and ve r b s .9 3
One could object that philosophers do speak about the demiurge.
True, but they speak about him, they do not express him directly;
and they speak in a discursive, not in an intellective way.Discursive
thinking on its own will never be able to attain theological truth.94
Appendix 1
I.The One
1.The One, i.e. the first God
II.The Transcendent Gods
2.The intelligible Gods 2 . 1 .l i m i t,u n l i m i t e d ,i n t e l l i gi ble being
( B e i n g ) 2 . 2 .l i m i t ,u n l i m i t e d,i n t e l l i gi ble life
2 . 3 . l i m i t , u n l i m i t e d , i n t e l l i gi bl e
intellect (mixture)
3.The intelligible-intellective 3.1. being, life, intellect
Gods (Life) 3.2. being, life, intellect
3.3. being, life, intellect
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91. Cf. In Tim. 1.301.22-302.14.
92. Cf.Epist.VII, 342A7-D3.
9 3 . C f. In Ti m . 1 . 3 0 3 . 8 - 1 6. P ro cl u s
does not seem to take into account that
Plato actually mere ly says that it is impos-
sible to explain his nature to everyone.
94. Cf.A. Smith, Porphyry’s Place in
the Neoplatonic Tra d i t i o n,p .1 1 9 :“ Fro m
I a m bl i chus onwa rds the human is una-
ble to attain direct know l e d ge where
subject and object are identical.This is
re s e rved to the divine level and can only
be ach i eved by man when,with the help
of the go d s , he transcends himself and
his own limited nous.The ordinary nous
of man will always stand outside the
object it contemplates, never be united
with it, nor experience it, until aided by
t h e u rgy which enables it to be united
with its object and become the sort of
nous and enjoy the sort of n o vh s i " t h a t
we find in Plotinu s .”And p.1 2 0 :“Thus fo r
P ro clus theurgy is not a way of by - p a s-
sing noesis but rather the only means of
attaining it.”
4.The intellective Gods 4.1. triad of the “parents”
(Intellect) 4.1.1. pure intellect (Kronos)
4.1.2. intellective life (Rhea)
4.1.3.demiurgic intellect (Zeus)




4.3. the “seventh divinity”
III.The Gods of the World
5.The hypercosmic Gods 5 . 1 . d e m i u rgic triad (= Zeus):
(assimilative) Zeus2, Poseidon, Hades
5 . 2 . l i fe - giving triad (= Ko re ) :
Artemis, Persephone,Athena
5.3. converting triad (= Apollo)
5 . 4 . immaculate triad (= Cory-
bantes)
6.The hypercosmic-encosmic 6 . 1 . d e m i u rgic Gods: Z e u s3,
Gods (apolutoi) Poseidon2, Hephaestus
6 . 2 . g u a rdian Gods: H e s t i a ,
Athena2,Ares
6 . 3 . l i fe - giving Gods: D e m e t e r2,
Hera2,Artemis2
6 . 4 . educating Gods: H e rm e s ,
Aphrodite2,Apollo2
7.The encosmic Gods [analogous to the preceding]




9.The Superior Kinds Angels
(intelligible souls) Demons
Heroes
Appendix 2 . P ro c l u s ’ d iscussion of  Ti m . 2 8 C 3 - 5 : S u r -
vey
1. INTRODUCTION (299.13-21)
2 9 9 . 1 9 - 2 1 : hJma'" de; prw'ton crh; th;n levxin aujth;n kaq∆ auJth;n
ejxetavsanta" e[peita ou{tw pro;" th;n o{lhn qewrivan ajnadramei'n.
2. EXPLANATION OF ISOLATED TERMS (299.21-303.23)




to; pa'n tovde:pa'n (300.13-24) and tovde (300.24-28)
euJrei'n te e[rgon (300.28-302.25)
euJrovnta mh; duvnaton levgein (302.25-303.23) 
3.The wider issue (tiv" oJ dhmiourgo;" ou|to" kai; ejn poiva/ tavxei
tevtaktai tw'n o[ntw∆) (303.24-319.21)
3.1.Who is the Demiurge? (303.24-317.20)









3 . 1 . 2 .The view of Syri a nus and Pro clus (310.3-317.20)
The Demiurge is a divine intellect re s p o n s i ble for the cre a t i o n
in its entirety. Both Orpheus and Plato call him Zeus.
3 . 2 .To which class of beings does the Demiurge belong?
(317.20-319.21)
At fi rst sight the Demiurge is to be equated with the third of
the a jr c i k o i v mentioned by Julian the T h e u rge .But it is better to situate
the Demiurge beyond the triad of the Fa t h e rs that are called a jr c i k o i v,
and to call him the unique causal source (as in the Oracles).
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